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A Ti appeal has bn Ii led on behalf of the properly owner iIii the Stale Vu.i id of

Equalization. The LIIkkr.’igned administrativejudge Liliducted a hearing iii this matter on

April 26. 2006 in Clinton, Tennessee. In attendance at the hearing were Gladv Arthur the

appel Ia it and A iclcrsoii :ouiil Property Assess r. enion r .oiit

FINDIN H II FACI AND Nl .lSIONS OF LAW
Subject property coilsists ofa single family residence constn,cted in %0 Ialed at

7% Wc,t Outer Drive in ak Ridge. Tennessee.

he !aX1iIVLr contended that subject propetty should he v;Lltietl at $1

support ofthis position, the taxpaer argued subjeel ionic is located in a declining

neighborhood ajid lacks many oldie amenities found in newer homes. In addition, the

taxpacr lest i fled subject property iiccl various ha intena ice such a.’ n i Lie paintini mid

lulw around the wialv. Fin:illv, the taxpayer made clercileL to liii’ IlOiliL at

Outer Dris e which ‘M for S99,000 iii 2101.

The assessor contended that subject property should reman’ valued at SI 2161 I In

support ofthis position, the property record iiiti two comparable sales WCIL’ iiitroducrtl iiii<,

evidence TIle issc’sor maintained that lx,th lii s comparable sales as well as the etililu r;] 1,1

referred to by Ms. Arthur support the appraisal ofsubjcc.t property after appropriate

adi ustments.

lie basis olvalualini, us stated in Tennessee ide A:liiplatcti SctikIL 6?-5-ôOhin is

‘It he al uc oral! properly Nhal I be ascertained from the c’ iderice f its sound. intrinsic

and iruniediate value, for purposes el sale between a willing seller and a willing huyer

without ci ilsidcnLtion of speculati’ C values

;flcr lia’ing re’ iewcd ill the evidence iii Ute cac lie ldnitriistnitivcjllLRt’ inids that

die subject property hould he valued at $120,600 a contended I,’ he assessor ol property.

Since the taxpayer Is appealing from the determination of the Anderson County

Hoii-d ilEqizalization. the burden ofproot is on the aJuver. Sec Slate Board of



Equalization Rule 0600-I -.111 and Big Fo,-k tJEu/,’ Companj r. Terme.cset ater jualizy

Control Board, 621 S :?f 515 ‘len". App.

The adn,ini.iruiie judge fiud ninety rvcltjpi thctors that could cause a d3,mznition

in value does not esiahlish the current appraisal exceeds market value. The administrative

judge finds the Assessment Apals Conimission has niled on numerous occasions that one

must qua,uift the loss in value one cunicnd.s J as not been adequ Lid Y consi cicreti. Sce, e.g..

fred & .1,,,’ Ruili I/ol&’, c*upt CuItcr ‘a.. ‘lax Yctr hPI5 vherein the Ascsiiicit .picai.c

Coin,,, ission ruled that the taxpayer introduced i nsuflic ient evidence to quart i the loss in

value from the stigma associated with a gasoLine spill F lie Commission stated in pertinent

part a tnllows:

The isNessor conceded that the gasoline p ill licted the value
0! the property. hut he asserted thai his valuation already reficcis
a deduction of I ir the effects ofthe spill I he
adniinistrati ‘e .1 udge rciected Ni r, i1onccutt ‘S elai!ui br an
additional reducoolL in the taal,le v-due noting that lie had
produced c deuce by wInch Ic, quantilv tIlL’ eik’ct olihe
‘si grm’a.’ The C- oin’ii. sitn tiuds iLseIf in the :-amc 11051 ho,].
Conceding that the marketability ofa property may be affected
by contamination ol’a neighboring property, we. must havc proof
that allows us to uanti tIIL los in ‘alue, .SLLC Ii as alc% of
comparable propei’I ie. hsent this putif’ here we must accept
is suffleje’ a, tIme assessor’ attempts Ii reflect emlvirunrnenta I
condition in he present ‘‘rue of the pfopcrtv.

Final Decision and Order at 1-2. Simi lady. in Ken,ieth fi, and Rebecca L. Adams Shel Iv

Co., *U:i Year I 998 the Commission oiled in re] evani part as follows:

‘l’l,e taxp;ier also C] ai nod that the and tue set by the
Issesing authojitie,.wa too Ii igh. In support of thai position.
she claimed that., the use of surrounding property detracted
fronm the value oftheir property As o die a,ertion the use
of properties h;,s a detri,llenital effect on the alec al the MI jCL*I
property, tied assertion, ilJiout some valid miic!Fit,t] of
quaumtctyi,t time same, is nicaniticress.

Final Decision and Order at 2.

The asimim, strativc j udc finds that paiilti rig and puttyi around the c I nd’ *s

‘ilistitute routine maintenance or a holmic constructed in I 16]. Respecifully, tIlL

aolcmiiiiL4rative jLLtfL’ linds iicv piirssihle loss iii value cannot he quantified and ciuld

presumably be minimal. Moreover. ihe various comparable sales in the record indie.ite that

the current appra is, of sinh1cct p,pei*t accounts for t,c] Jet irs

ORINR

Its thereflire ORDIREF that the following value and asscsment lie adopted for tax

ve:,r 20}:

LAND VALUE lIlROV[MENF VALUE TJFAL VAIl!. ,...ssMi:N*F

‘I4i.II $l2ti.i0P S O.l .t}



It i LRTHER ORDERED that any applicable hearing costs he assced pursuant to

TeJ]n. Code Aiiji § 6"-lMld itud St:utr Board o l:c1ijali,.ation Rule 0600-}..I7.

I’iirsuant to file nhfonn Adniiriistratice Procedures Ad. *l CEilt. Code .ciii. 4-5-

311 325 leon. 7ode Aim. 67-5-I 5411, and the RuIe. of Contested Case Procedure of the

State Board of hqualization, the panics are advised of the following remedies:

A parlv may appeal ihis dectsitiri and ordcr a the .-sse.’ucrji A1ipe:iI

C. iirili’sioli pursuaril Teiiii. Co&]e lin. ,7-5-l 50] md Rule 0600-]-. 2

of the Contested Ca..e Procedures of the State Board of Equalintion.

Tcat essee Code Annotated 61-5-I .S I provides that 1 Ii appeal inuI he

filed wit Mn thirty 30 days join the d,i the i’utial decision I’ sent.

R a] e 0600-I-. 12 of the Contested Case Procedures of the S talc l.3oard at

Equalization provides that the appeal he filed with the Executive Secretary at

the Stale Board and that the appeal identilv ihe allegedly erroneous

findings of fact and/or conel uNiOns of law in the initial order": or

2. A ]RLrtv may petition tbr reconsideration of dii s decis tnt md order pursuant to

*Lenn. Code Ann. 4-5-3t7 within fifteen i15 days of the entry of the order.

FEte petition for rceon>ideratioa JIILI’l slate the eelic zrourlL poll which

robot requested. P he tihng ut a Iilion tr rceoimsjderatitir is not a

prerequi.ite for seeking administrative or judicial review; jr

3. A party may petition for a stay of etlectiveness ot dti decision md order

pursuant to Icon, ode Am. 4-5-316 ‘citliiii CE 7 days oF ilk eniry of

the order.

This order do not become flnah until alt official eethlicate is issued Nv the

Assessment Appeals Commission. Official certificates are nmum’al I I SSLI ed scv tnt -ii’

75 da ‘icr the cnlr itEle initial decision intl order i1ii, hmippcaIed.

l FIRED this 9th dv of ELv, 2006.
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